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COMMENTS OF AT&T CORP.

Pursuant to Section 1.3 of the Commission's Rules, 47 C.F.R. § 1.3, AT&T Corp.

("AT&T") hereby submits its comments on the Iowa Utilities Board's ("IUB") petition for

additional authority to implement number conservation measures and for waiver of the

Commission's ten-digit dialing requirement ("Petition").]

Nearly half of the nation's state commissions have now filed petitions2 seeking a broad

delegation of power over number administration pursuant to the Commission's recent

Pennsylvania Order.3 On September 15, 1999, the Commission granted in part waiver requests

Iowa Utilities Board, Petition for Delegation ofAdditional Authority and Request for
Limited Waiver ofTen-Digit Dialing Requirements, NSD File No. L-99-96, filed
November 8, 1999 ("Petition").

2 As ofthe date of the instant pleading, at least twenty-three state commissions have filed
petitions seeking delegated authority over number administration. In addition to the IUB
petition, petitions have been filed by state commissions from Arizona, California,
Colorado, Connecticut, Florida, Georgia, Indiana, Maine, Massachusetts, Missouri,
Nebraska, New Hampshire, New York, North Carolina, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Tennessee,
Texas, Utah, Virginia, Washington, and Wisconsin.

In the Matter of Petition for Declaratory Ruling and Request for Expedited Action on the
July 15,1997 Order of the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission Regarding Area

(footnote continued on next page)
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by the state commissions for California, Florida, Massachusetts and New York that sought

authority that was substantively identical in large measure to that the IDB seeks here. Two

weeks later, the Commission granted the Maine commission -- which sought relief from the

alleged burdens ofNPA proliferation in a state that has only one area code -- authority

essentially identical to that granted in the September 15th waivers. On November 30, 1999, the

Commission granted five additional state waiver requests, authorizing the state commissions for

Connecticut, New Hampshire, Ohio, Texas, and Wisconsin to implement some·or all ofthe same

conservation measures permitted by the four original waivers.

Because the many state commission numbering petitions filed to date largely seek the

same relief and raise substantively identical claims, AT&T will not burden the record by

repeating the arguments it has offered in response to those previous waiver requests, but instead

hereby incorporates into these comments by reference its prior pleadings concerning each of the

state petitions, as well as its prior comments concerning waivers often-digit dialing.4 In

addition, AT&T hereby incorporates into this pleading by reference its pleadings addressing the

Commission's recent Numbering Resource Optimization NPRM (nNRO NPRM").5

(footnote continued from previous page)

Codes 412,610,215, and 717, Memorandum Opinion and Order and Order on
Reconsideration, 13 FCC Rcd 19009 (1998) ("Pennsylvania Order").

4
~, Comments of AT&T Corp., filed September 16, 1999 in Petition Of The Illinois
Commerce Commission For Temporary Waiver Of 47 C.F.R. § 52. 19(c)(3)(ii), NSD File
No. L-99-65; Reply Comments of AT&T Corp., filed September 30, 1999 in id.

Numbering Resource Optimization, Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, CC Docket
No. 99-200, released June 2, 1999 ("NRO NPRMn).
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The IUB's petition implicates two critical issues that the Commission has not previously

addressed in the context of state commission petitions for numbering authority.. First, as AT&T

described in its recent comments on the Nebraska and Iowa commissions' petition for authority

over numbering, U S West, Iowa's incumbent BOC, has instituted a policy that requires local

number portability-capable carriers to use a separate location routing number ("LRN") for every

rate center from which they wish to receive ported numbers, and to obtain each LRN from a

unique NXX assigned to that carrier.6 As AT&T explained in its reply comments on the NRO

NPRM, this policy effectively makes number pooling impossible, because it requires each CLEC

to obtain a full NXX in each rate center it wishes to serve.7 Ironically, US West supported

number pooling in its comments on the NRO NPRM, despite its LRN per rate center policy. As

AT&T also showed in the NRO NPRM, US West's policy is directly contrary to industry

guidelines as well.8 Indeed, the industry's position on this issue is so clear that, to the best of

6

8

AT&T also discussed U S West's LRN per rate center policy in Reply Comments of
AT&T Corp., p. 30 & Appendix B, filed August 30, 1999 in the NRO NPRM. US West
established its LRN per rate center policy over AT&T's clearly stated written objections,
as shown in the correspondence attached as Appendix B to AT&T's NRO NPRM reply.
Copies of AT&T's letters to US West concerning that RBOC's LRN per rate center
policy are attached to the instant comments as Exhibits 1-3.

US West's LRN requirement also could negate wireless carriers' ability, once they
become LNP-capable, to utilize numbers efficiently. Although wireless providers do not
currently need an NXX for every rate center in which they provide service, application of
US West's requirement would force them to obtain codes in every rate center they serve,
needlessly promoting number exhaust. In addition, it is currently possible -- in every
ILEC's territory other than US West's -- for wireline carriers to share a single NXX
across multiple switches in a single rate center. US West's policy, however, will require
carriers to obtain an NXX per switch in such cases, again requiring inefficient use of
numbering resources.

Significantly, not only is US West itself violating industry guidelines, its policy also
forces every other LNP-capable carrier that wishes to compete in its territory to violate

(footnote continued on next page)
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AT&T's knowledge, U S West is the only ILEC seeking to require the use of an LRN per rate

center.

Thus, to the extent that any state commission wishes to establish thousands block number

pooling in US West's territory or that the Commission seeks to do so in the NRO docket,

US West must be required to abandon its misguided and anticompetitive LRN per rate center

policy. Moreover, even in the absence of pooling, U S West's policy forces other carriers to

waste numbering resources, and to incur unjustified expenses in order to modify their operations

in a manner that renders them noncompliant with industry guidelines. Accordingly, AT&T

requests that the Commission clarify as part of any decision that it issues in the instant

proceeding that US West may not require other carriers to utilize an LRN per rate center. The

Nebraska Public Service Commission also requested in its reply comments concerning its recent

waiver request that the Commission take action against US West's LRN per rate center policy.9

Second, the IUB seeks a waiver ofthe Commission's ten-digit dialing requirement for

NPA overlays.lO The Commission has, however, repeatedly reaffirmed its ten-digit dialing rule,

(footnote continued from previous page)

those guidelines.

9

10

See Nebraska PSC, Reply Comments, filed December 17, 1999, pp. 1-2 in Nebraska
Public Service Commission Petition Delegation of Additional Authority To Implement
Number Conservation Measures, NSD File No. L-99-83.

See Petition, pp. 7-10.
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most recently by denying petitions for reconsideration of its Second Local Competition Order,11

and there is no basis for it to revisit that conclusion in the instant proceeding. .

Nothing in the Petition addresses the fundamental competitive concerns that underlie the

ten-digit dialing requirement. Instead, the IUB states, without providing reasons and without

attempting to rebut the Commission's repeated findings to the contrary, that its plan to "phase-in"

ten-digit dialing via an untested methodology would be "competitively neutral."12 The Petition's

showing is plainly inadequate to justify departure from the Commission's longstanding rule. 13

Indeed, it is readily apparent that the Petition's proposal would not address the fundamental

concerns that led the Commission to impose the ten-digit dialing requirement: ILECs will

control vastly more numbers in the more desirable, existing NPA than will any CLEC, and most

telephone customers initially will place calls chiefly to the old NPA. Gradually "phasing-in" a

requirement that customers in the existing NPA dial ten-digits will not make it any less likely

that customers in the new NPA will be forced to call to the old NPA -- and therefore to dial ten-

digits -- far earlier and far more often than residents who have numbers in the old NPA.

Moreover, the IUB's proposal seems certain to lead to widespread customer confusion, as ten-

11

12

13

Third Order on Reconsideration of Second Report and Order, Implementation of the
Local Competition Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, CC Docket No.
96-98, FCC 99-243 (released October 21, 1999).

Petition, p. 9.

A petitioner seeking waiver of the Commission's rules must show "good cause" why the
rule should be suspended, amended, or revoked. 47 C.F.R. § 1.3. This standard poses a
"high hurdle" because it requires a petitioner to "plead with particularity the facts and
circumstances which warrant [the waiver]." Rio Grande Family Radio Fellowship, Inc. v.
FCC, 406 F.2d 664, 666 (D.C. Cir. 1968).
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digit dialing would be implemented on an exchange-by-exchange basis over an indeterminate

period of time.

The state numbering petitions granted to date strongly suggest that the Commission is

prepared to grant to any state that requests it authority that, by the Commission's own admission,

"goes beyond the parameters outlined in the [Pennsylvania Order]. ,,14 For example, the

Commission based its grant of additional authority to the Maine commission on the fact that the

207 NPA was nearing exhaust"despite the existence of a high number of unused numbers in this

code."ls The Commission has long recognized, however, that because the current numbering

system requires the assignment of numbers in blocks of 10,000, and requires wireline carriers to

obtain an NXX code in every rate center they wish to serve (there are over 220 rate centers in

Maine's single area code), CLECs will almost inevitably have a relatively large proportion of

"unused numbers" when they enter the market. 16

The rationale underlying the waiver granted to the Maine commission thus potentially

applies with equal force to virtually every NPA. Moreover, because no state numbering petition

filed to date provides information as to how the petitioning state commission proposes to

implement programs such as number pooling or number reclamation, the potential for widely

14

IS

16

£:..8:., Order, Massachusetts Department of Telecommunications and Energy's Petition for
Waiver of Section 52.19 to Implement Various Area Code Conservation Methods in the
508,617, 781 and 978 Area Codes, CC Docket No. 96-98, NSD File No. L-99-19, ~ 6,
released September 15, 1999.

Order, Maine Public Utilities Commission Petition for Additional Delegated Authority to
Implement Number Conservation Measures, CC Docket No. 96-98, NSD File No. L-99­
27, ~ 5, released September 28, 1999.

See, ~, NRO NPRM, ~ 20.
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varying standards -- or even outright conflicts among the states -- is high. 17 In effect, the

Commission appears to have modified its longstanding numbering rules and policies without

adequate prior notice, and without offering an adequate explanation for abandoning its previous

conclusion that permitting state commissions to proceed with numbering administration

measures "on a piecemeal basis" could "jeopardiz[e] telecommunications services throughout the

country. ,,18

AT&T already has begun to work with the state commissions that have obtained

numbering waivers, and intends to continue to cooperate fully in their efforts to implement

thousands block pooling and the other measures the Commission recently authorized. AT&T

also intends to participate in similar efforts by other state commissions that may obtain grants of

numbering authority. Nevertheless, AT&T continues to urge the Commission to move forward

promptly with the adoption of national conservation standards, and to limit the number of states

to which it grants numbering waivers. As the state commissions' seriatim requests for delegated

authority make clear, the circumstances prompting the instant petition are not unique to anyone

17

18

For example, while the Commission's state numbering waiver orders urge state
commissions to adhere to "industry adopted thousands-block pooling guidelines," it
permits them to modify those guidelines after "consult[ing] with the industry." E.g.,
Order, Petition of the California Public Utilities Commission for Delegation of
Additional Authority, CC Docket No. 96-98, NSD File No. L-98-136, ~ 14, released
September 15, 1999 ("California Waiver Order"). Other aspects of the numbering
waivers granted to date are similarly unclear as to precisely what constraints the
Commission imposed on state commissions' discretion to adopt state-specific numbering
requirements.

Pennsylvania Order at 19022 ~ 21. As AT&T has stated previously, it does not contend
that state commissions are incapable of crafting workable numbering policies, but rather
that the decisions of dozens of autonomous regulatory bodies will inevitably diverge from
-- and even directly conflict with -- one another.
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state, or even to a small group of states, but are national issues for which national solutions are

essential. If the Commission were to grant authority over number conservation to each state that

has requested (or that is likely to request) that power, the integrity of the NANP could be

threatened by a myriad of competing and conflicting standards, and the timeline for

implementing national number optimization policies would be significantly lengthened because

carriers would be forced to devote their limited resources to developing and implementing

multiple state trials. 19

Finally, it is imperative that the Commission make clear in any order delegating authority

over numbering that a state may not refuse to implement needed NPA relief while it undergoes

preparations for number conservation measures that it hopes may eventually permit it to extend

the life ofNPAs. Despite the Commission's explicit warning that the numbering waivers it has

granted to date "are not intended to allow [state commissions] to engage in number conservation

measures to the exclusion of, or as a substitute for, unavoidable and timely area code relief,"20

some states already have suggested that they intend to utilize rationing to artificially extend the

life of existing NPAs while they prepare for pooling or other measures. Although the

Commission's prior waiver decisions admonished that "[u]nder no circumstances should

consumers be precluded from receiving telecommunications services of their choice from

19

20

Although the numbering waivers granted to date express the Commission's willingness to
ensure that state commissions adhere to the "competitive neutrality" requirement and
other provisions of its rules, the reality is that carriers seeking to compete in rapidly
changing telecommunications markets can ill afford the delay and uncertainty that
inevitably result from disputes over varying state-created numbering policies.

~, California Waiver Order, ~ 9.
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providers of their choice for a want of numbering resources,"21 there is a real and present danger

that that situation will occur.22 In any subsequent numbering waiver that it may grant, the

Commission should clarify that it does not -- and did not previously -- intend to permit state

commissions to deny numbering resources to carriers during any interim period while a state

prepares to implement optimization measures.

21

22

~,id.

See generally Letter from Tina S. Pyle, MediaOne Group, Inc., to Yog R. Varma, Deputy
Bureau Chief, Common Carrier Bureau, Federal Communications Commission
(September 29, 1999) (documenting MediaOne's inability to obtain numbering resources
necessary to provide residential wireline telephone service to "over 290,000 additional
households").

9
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CONCLUSION

AT&T urges the Commission to establish national conservation standards as

expeditiously as possible to provide necessary relief to all states, carriers, and consumers on an

equitable basis; and to act on the instant petition in a manner consistent with AT&Ts comments

and reply comments concerning prior state cOnurllssion numbering waiver requests and the NRQ

NPRM.

Respectfully submitted,

Douglas I. Brandon
Vice President - External Affairs
1150 Connectieut Avenue, N.W.) Suite 400
Washington, DC 20036
(202) 223-9222

Janwuy 10,2000
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August 19, 1999

Challoh I. Field
Access Manaoemel'l\ Va P'lsidenl
Western Slales & Major ICOs

Ms. Beth Halvorson
Vice President - Carrier Markets
U S WEST Communications, Inc.
200 South S'" Street, Suile 2300
Minneapolis, MinnesotA 55402

Rc: U S WEST's Requirement - One LRN per Rate Center

Dear Beth:

10111 FIoot
l67S Lawtllna SIIIt(
Canv." CO 802Q2
303 ~S56
F1JC 303 298-6557

This Jetter responds to your memO sent vilL electronic mail on July 29, 1999. where you
sought to defend U S WEST's policy requiring aU CLECs Co establish an. LRN per US
WEST toll rate center. M we have discussed before, U S WEST is noc in compliance
with the INC indusuy guideline - Location Routing Number Assignment Practices. Your
suggestion this guideline is optional is inaccurate aDd self-serving. Moreover. as U S
WEST itselfbas repeatedly stated, the interconnection agreements require the parties to
ndhere to industry standards. In fact. many ofour intercoMcetion agreements require
the parties "usc SCArCe numbering resources efficiently" and comply with code
administration requircmenu prescribed by the FCC, stoce corrunissions and accepted
industry guidelines. Bosed on your memo and U S WEST's pructice, it appears U S
WEST will adhere to industry standards (and the requirements ofthe interconnecticn .
agreements) only when it is convenient for U S WEST.

We have reviewed current switch documentAtion and it is clear the industIy guideline
calling for one LRN per LATA per switdl is appropriate and technically feasible. AU it
UIkcs is desir~ on the part ofthe CMZ'icr owning the switches and proper construction of
the fO\llmg tables. I undftSWld U S WEST may need to purchase some software and do
some programming in its switches, but it is U S WEST. responsibUity to do just thac to
adhere to this very important indusay guideline and to properly usc the mdusuy's limited
numbering resources. It is ironic you refer to the US WEST network architecture (based
upon separation of toU and local traffic) as beinla signUlcant (if not the sole)
contributing factor to the "s1aniticant additional cxpcosc·· you dllim U S WEST wiU
incur to become compliant with indusay standards. US WEST is the only RBOe in the
countrYthat established this separation end. u a result. appears to be the only RBOC
refusing to adhere CD the industty requirements for LRN. In 19~7, wben U S WEST
indicated it would increase the use afloeaJ tandems. AT&T objected that this was simply
an attempt to slow the cntty oflouI competition. This latest problem.lfsubstantialed.
further validates that concern. .

....• .__....- ...... _-_ .. _------_._._.---'



Ms. Beth Ha)vorson
Page 2
August 19. 1999

In your memo you SUlte. "operational and billing problems that would arise with 1he use
ofonly one LRN per LATA outweigh any concerns" about impacts to numbering
resources. I am confident US WEST is the only Company tD bold this view in light of
the fact this policy will impact all the eamers and state commissions in the U S WEST
territory. With each CLEC having to use a 10.000 block ofnumbcrs per toU rate center
in the U S WEST lCn'itory. LhilJ policy wlU unne:ccssarily tic: up hundreds ofthousands of
nwnbers. I believe the FCC will also lake a different view in light of the fncr the Section
271 checklist includes items on "numbering resourccs·"and "number portabiUt)'", both of
which arc imputed by this U S WEST policy. You Stille in your memo that ifATAT
docs not adhere 10 U S WEST's policy ofone LRN per toU rate center, AT&T NnS the
risk ofpreventing its customers from receivlnS calls. Your point of'View bas clouded
your perception ofrea1ity. BecAuse US WEST refuses to adhere (0 industry guidelines
and make proper uparades to its network (ifany are tnily needed), U S WESt will
block calls to AT&T customers poned away from U S WEST. In fact, AT&T customers
have aJre3dy bad this frustrating and extremely disruptive experience. Please refer to my
letter dated July 22, 1999, regarding the Pep Bays outage as an example ofa more recent
adverse customer impact. I know that the At&T accountteam at US WEST has heard
ofother customer problems resulting from this URreilSOnable U S WEST policy.

The "Icarnine exnmple" you provided in your memo is extremely unclear. I frankly don't
understand bow it supports !he U S WEST policy. Please provide us with the fUJI set of
minutes and identify the carrier representative (includins telepbone number, c·mail
address and company n:une) who made this statement

In light oCthc foresoing. U S WEST is obligated to adhere 10 the INC guideline and make
the changes in its network necessary 10 accommodate that guideline. Based on your
memo. U S WEST is capable ofmectinS the guideline with some Ulvestment ill its
netwOrk. I need to undersUUld what work U S WEST will do to bring its routing lable5
for LRN into compUance with industry euidclines and its intereoMection agreements
with AT&T. and how 10111 this will tab. AT&T's market entries arc bcinade13yed
because of US WEST's failure to comply. Moreover. the Ibm,y ofour custotners to
receive caUs is being impacted by US WEST's dismissal ofthe INC guideline. While U
S WEST is wDrking on 1he permanent solution. I need U S WEST to provide a work
around process that will not "quire AT&T to tie up 10.000 blocks o{nwnbers, but will
allow o~.customers CO receive !II oelhc calls placed to them. Please respond by August
26th with U S WEST's plan for meeting these compliance issues and the work around
you arc able to deploy quickJy. .

Sincerely,

~
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September 30, 1999

Charlotte I. Field
Access Management Vice President
Western States & Major ICOs

Ms. Beth Halvorson
Vice President - Wholesale Markets
U S WEST Communications. Inc.
200 South Sib Street, Suite 2300
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55402

Re: U S WEST Requirement ofone LRN per Rate Center

Dear Beth,

10th Floor
1875 Lawrence Street
Denver, CO 80202
303 298-0556
FAX 303 298-6557

This letter is a result ofseveral weeks of AT&T's attempts to lUTive at a feasible solution to US
WESTs requirement that all Competitive Local Exchange Carriers (Cl.ECs) create separate Location
Routing Numbers (LRNs) for each rate center. AT&T has built its local networlc and provisioning
processes in accordance with national guidelines set forth by the Industry Numbering Committee (INC), a
subcommittee ofthe Alliance for Telecommunications Industry Solutions (ATIS). As detailed below, tbese
guidelines indicate that LRNs are not required on a per rate center basis. Furthermore, the &Uidellnes
specificaUy discourage per rate center LRN assignment since such a practIce will promote number exhaust
and prevent the effective use ofnumber pooling. AT&T cannot readily comply with USWEST's
requirement, and will not be a PartY to planned number exhaust; the inevitable result ofll S WEST's
requirement. As you know, in order to adhere to the LRN per-rate-ct!lnrer requirement, each CLEC will
have to obtain a Central omce Code (10,000 numbers) in each rote center. For example, based on U S
WEST's representation. there are eleven rate centers in the Denver local calling area that would need to be
covered. It'AT&T adheres to U S WESTs reqUirement, AT&T wilt have to obtain a minimum of 110.000
numbers. If there are just five CL-EC switches in the Denver local calling area. they will collectively tie up
550,000 numbers. When multiplied across the entIre fourteen-state U S WEST service [errltory, the
volume ofnumbers eonsumed will be huge.

The dialog between AT&T and U S WEST culminated in a meeting on September 13, 1999 with
several Subject Maner Expens (SMEs) from both companies. Those In anendance were:

AT&:T: Beny Jo rage, Tim BoykIn, Penn Pfautz, Aleta Trujillo, Ed Gould, and JoAnn
Costanzo.

USWEST: Patty Hahn. Garry Beightol, Tim Bessey, Deb Doty, JelU'!a Elijah-Asnicar.
Brenda Palmquist, Inez Lucero, Vicki Peterson, C. Barbknecht. Traci Zamarripa, Jeff
Mitchell, Wayne McCarthy.

US WEST persormel on this catl told us that U S WEST's separation of its local and toU networks
is me key factor behInd US WEST's policy requiring an LRN p~r rate cmter. As it result of me 3cparation
ofU S WEST's local and toll networks, U S WEST has elected to perfonn post LNP query screening on
me LRN retUrned for call muting in place of the "called" (dialed to) number. Ifmc: LRN contains an NXX
code that would be toll, then even though the call is a properly dialed local call, the screening will, in
certain switcn types, cause the call to be denied. According to U S WEST personnel, the purpose oftbe
screening is to ensure a toll call is billed for access usage charges. AT&T pointed out industry

@ Recyel~ Paper



Ms. Beth Halvorson
Page 2
September 3D, 1999

requirements state the "called" (dialed to) number rather than the LRN is to be used for decisions about
whether a call is local or toll. And. with proper translations, calls to ported numbers could be routed
through the appropriate local or toll interconnection without requiring an LRN per rate center.

U S WEST personnel acknowledged that it was technically possible to remove the screening and
populate the necesslU)' routing for calls to complete under AT&T's current LRN assIgnment practIces. U S
WEST personnel further indicated the use of screening is a business and policy decision on US WEST's
part rathet than a technical one.

We were told that U S WEST planned meetings the same week to discuss this issue internally and
AT&T requested that US WEST provide a written read out afthe meetings, including any interim
solutions U S weST would propose. Also, a follow-up meeting betWeen U S WEST and AT&T was
scheduled for Friday, September 17111

, to discuss an interim solution. U S WEST responded to AT&T via
voice mail on Friday morning, September 17, with a message stating that U S WEST would not cbDllge its
policy and that U S WEST had not identified DIly interim solution. On September 20, 1999. AT&T
received an e-mail from U S WEST's Wholesale Account Team stating that the position still stands. l1le e­
mail also stated that an AT&T representative WltS involved in industry discussions in the spring of 1999 and
had not challenged the "one LRN per rate center issue". This is an odd assenion, because shortly after
becoming aware of this issue. the AT&T representative referred it~ a problem to the AT&T Vendor
Management Team. The claim Ulat AT&T did not objecI inirially has no merIt In 1l;l1t oCtne nlct Ulat
AT&T has been trying to work toward resolution to this issue since June 1999, and we have experienced
several customer a1Tceting incidents as a result ofUlis non-standard policy.

The cnnc of the problem for custQmefS is th~t if CL£Cs do not create ~ :separate LRN per rate
center, CLEC customers parted away from US WEST will not receive certain calls dialed to them. Put
another way, calls to such customers are blocked by U S WEST as a result ofU S WEST's LRN-per-rate­
center requirement that is based on U S WEST's insistence on screening that is totally unw&UnUltcd and
UMecessary. People calling such CLEC customers get confusing and incorrect recorded messages from
U S WEST. When the number is dialed as a local call, the U S WEST recording states that the calling
party must dIal a one In order to complete the call. When the cillllng PiU"tY ageS £hili, U S WEST pnJvidl':i it

recorded message stating that the calliJli party need not dial a one and should dial the number as a local call
fOr it to complete. This becomes an en41ess loop where the "ailing party "omnot p thTQugh to the CLl~C

customer. Needless to say, this is extremely ftustratini and disruptive.

The INC LRN Assignment Practice clearly states in item 2. "A unique LRN may be assigned to
every I.Nr equipped :5wUch (lUld pctmtiAlly to eac:h Common lAnguage Loclltion Idcntifi~,eLLI li,ted in
the Local Exchange Routing Guide, LERO). A $trvice provider should select and assign one (1) LRN per
LATA within their switch c;OVcnlgC area. Any other LRN use would be: for intcmEli putp03cs. Additional
LRNs should not be used to identify US wireline rate centers." Adhering to the accepted industry practice
wtll use only a fraction ofthc:: numbers thAt will be needed to moet tho U S W"SST non-standard
requirement. Moreover Tl S1.6 requirements for Number Portability also assume an LRN per LATA as
sufficient. While US WEST states that the INC practice is only a guideline, AT&T notes that: 1) US
WEST participated in the industry forums that clcveloped the INC and TlSl.6 documents IUld did not
oppose thcm1~ Ind, 2) U 5 WEST is not only viol&\tins the3e ;uidclines in its own LRN 4Ssignments, but is
insisting other companies violate them as well.

US WEST is the only ILEC subscnbing to this LRN policy, a policy that will greatly accelerate
number e~haust. This prac~jc:e is also anti-~ompctitivc, and hu no tcchni~&d redOn to exist. As referenc.d
above, U S WEST's SMEs stated this is not a tecbnical problem, but insteaa, a policy decisIon by US
WEST. The US WEST SMEs went on to say the separation of the local and toll network is the primary
reason for this policy requirement. Moreover. it appears U S WEST could resolve this problem by simply

""""--.,-_._._------------------



Ms. Beth Halvorson
Page 3
Sep~ber30, 1999

eliminating the post query screening qnd populating routin~ for AT&T's LRNs in the local tandem where
such routing does not already exist. Therefore, this policy persists solely as a result ofU S WEST's
unwillingness to confonn to industry standards, not through a lack oftechnical capability. AT&T believes
US WEST will almost certainly be required to abandon its requirement anyway in the likely event number
pooling is ordered.

AT&T's good faith efforts to arrive at a solution which would be feasible for both companies has
proven futile. AT&T waited for several weeks for U S WEST to make SMEs available to explain the
reasons for US WEST's requirement. AT&T allowed US WEST's SMEs additional time to arrive at an
interim solution in the hope U S WEST would realize it cannot sustain such an indefensible position.
However, we have been met with the same answer time and again, "u S WEST will adhere to its original
policy". US WEST's incessant delays have had an adverse affect upon AT&T's ability to enter the local
market in the fourteen-state U S WEST territory.

AT&T has no choice but to pursue resolution ofthis issue through any available process and
forum, including in the proceedings by which U S WEST seeks approval from state commissions ofthe
U S WEST merger with Qwest. U S WEST's position on this Issue Is not only unacceptable to the
industry, but also untenable in that it is only practiced in the U S WEST territory and is contrary to national
standards. This policy is delaying the entry ofCLECs into the local market, and the impact on numbering
exhaust will soon be felt across the industry.

Sincerely.
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Ms. Beth Halvorson
Vice President - Wholesale Markets
U S WEST Communications, Inc.
200 South Slit Street, Suite 2300
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Re: US WEST's Requirement oCOne LRN per Rate Center

Dear Beth,

AT&T
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13:'5 uwttr'ce Slr~!!!

OetlY*r. CO aozoz
J03 298·63:0
FAX X3 293-&53i

After receiving your letter ofNovember 9, 1999, I cannot help but be concerned
US WEST either does not undersund even the rudiments of the many problems
surrounding its "LR:.\l per rate center" requirement, or you sent your letter as a distraction

. intended to continue to delay resolution of this issue. Your entire letter demonstrates
nothing more than the well-understood reality that under the current system ofnumber
administration, carriers must obtain a NXX in c,,'ery rate center in which they wish to
assign numbers to cl.;stomers. AT&T agrees that this is so. However, that f.let providt:s
no support of any kind for U S WEST's requirement that every CLEC must establish :I

distinct L&""" per US WEST rate center in order to port customer numbers away from
US WEST. Indeed, U S WEST's failure to address tuly pertinent issue in the November
91J1 letter suggests that it has no substantive justification for its policy and now seeks to
simply cloud the record.

AT&T has repeatedly stated its objections to U S West's policy, but has yet to
receive a response actuaHy addressing the issues at hand. Your November 9, 1999, letter
certainly did not do so. It sought to put the focus ofattention away from U S WESTs
failure to adhere to industry standards. This failure has an anti~ornpetitive impact on
competitive local exchange carners. U S WEST needs to respond in a meaningful \Ir'3Y to
my letter ofSeptember 30, 1999.

As stated above, AT&T does not dispute a carner must currently establish a N'X.,(
in each rilte center where it wishes to assign new numbers to customers. However. this
necessarily will change when number pooling is put into effect. AT&T, U S WEST and
many other carriers are participants in the FCC's Number Resource Optimiz:ltjon
("NRO") docket. In that docket both AT&T and U S WEST supported thousands block
number pooling and agreed it is an important solution to the widespread concern over
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number exhaust. Once number pooling is established, multiple carriers can (and must)
share a NXX for use in the same rate center. A carrier then will only require a single
LERG-assigned NXX per LATA in order to have a LRN and participate in pooling.
However. after number pooling is implemented, U S WEST will still require each CLEe
obtain a LRN (and thus a NXX) per rate center. As AT&T established in its prior letters,
U S WEST's policy wiU continue to tie up an entire 10,000 number block per rate center
and maintain a status quo the industry (including U S WEST) accepts as being a primary
cause ofnumber exhaust. In short, U S WEST's LB.."1 per rate center nolisv will make
thousands block numb~r pooling impossible in the fourteen-state US WEST territorY.

US WEST's comments in the FCC's NRO docket rev~a1 several striking ironies.
Most obviously, U S WEST's comments support thousands block number pooling. Such
pooling will not be possible so long as U S WEST's LRN per rate ccnter policy continues
in effect In addition, U S WEST's comments unequivocally acknowledge that the INC is
the industry body ofsubject matter experts in this area and that the D-digit issue should
be left with that body for resolution. The industry guideline AT&T has repeatedly
requested U S WEST follow is the INC's Location Routing Number Assignment
Practice. It is unclear why U S WEST is willing to defer to the INC with regard to the D­
digit issue, but rejects that organization's LRJ.'l assignment practice's clear guidance
uLRJ.'ls should not be used to identify USwireline rate centers."

An issue I have not specifically pointed out in previous correspondence is the
impact of U S WEST's one LRN per rate: center policy when pcnnanent nwnber
ponability comes into effect for wireless carriers in 2002. Pursuant to U S WEST's
policy, each wireless carrier will have to obtain a NXX for each rate center from which it
wants to port customers. Wireless carners are not required to obtain a NXX for each rate
center in which it has customers today. lnstead, wireless carriers nonnally request NXXs
for only some oCme rate centers in thctareas they serve. Because of me nature ofwireless
service, wireless camers are able to assign numbers from these NXXs to customers
whose nominal location (wireless users are by defInition mobile) is outside the r:lte center
associated with the NXX oCthe number assigned. In this way, wireless carriers achieve
high utilization within their assigned NXXs. US West's policy will force wireless
carriers to obtain additional NXXs not otherwise required and in tum wmecess:srily
impose significant strains on already ta.-<ed nwnbering resources.

While a carrier cWTently needs a NXX per rate center to assign~ numbers to
its customers, it can port e."<isting numbers without obtaining a NXX in a rate center. Or
rather, a carrier can do this in every territory in the country except U S WESTs. Further,
AT&T and other carriers may have multiple switches serving customers in the same rate
center. Currently, AT&T does not obtain a NXX in each rate center for each switch
Wlless it expects significant numbers of customers on each switch. Instead, AT&T
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intell1311y ports numbers in the needed rate center from switches to which such NXXs are
assigned. U S WEST's policy will (orce AT&T to request additional NXXs that would
not other'\\oise be required, once again unnecessarily ta.'(ing industry nwnbcring resources.
In addition, as U S WEST well knows, industry procedures require approximately two
months to put a new NXX in service. Thus, U S WEST's policy also will delay AT&T's
miltket entry and is anti·c:ompetitive, because ifAT&1 must obtain additional NXXs for
switches that do not require .them today. it will be unable to provide service from those
switches for at least two months (and potentially longer in areas in which NXX rationing
is in effect).

A1&T has no desire to dictate the terms on which U S WEST designs or operates
its own network. However, U S WESTs misguided LRN per rate center policy affects
not only itS 0\\1\ operations, but also those ofeverY carrier seeking to compete within U S
\V'EST's territory. This is not merely a question ofU S WEST choosing to adopt a policy
directly opposed to industry guidelines. Rather, U S WEST's policy seeks to force other
carriers to modify their operations so as to violate those same guidelines, incur
uMecessary expense, waste scarce numbering resources, and render thousands block
number pooling impossible.

Fin:1lly. your letter's contention AT&T has shared my September 30d'lletter with
most of the sure commissions in U S WEST's territory is mistaken. However, since you
Sl:nt your November 91t1 1ettet to e:lch of those commissions, I have also sent this letter
and my September 30tJl letter to those agencies as well, so that they will be fully infonned
regarding this dispute.

It is my sincere hope U S WEST "ill join the rest of the telecommWlications
indusUy in 3 fOlW3rd-looking approach to the number exhaust issue, and abandon its
efforts to obfuscate this smughtfocwilt.d issue.

Sincerely,
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